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Abstract
Purpose – It is assumed that consumers consume games to experience hedonic and utilitarian value.
However, there is no conceptual model or empirical evidence that supports this hypothesis in the game
context or clarifies whether these consumption values have dual mediated or individual effects.
Therefore, the purpose of this research is to model the relationship between hedonic and utilitarian
consumption and game purchase and usage.
Design/methodology/approach – This research question is answered through two studies.
In Study One, qualitative interviews with 18 gamers were implemented to explore the relationship
between hedonic and utilitarian consumption and, game purchase and usage behaviour. In Study Two,
we surveyed 493 consumers and conducted confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation
modelling across four game types to model this relationship.
Findings – The paper concludes that hedonic rather than utilitarian consumption positively impacts
purchase and usage. Support was also found for the utilitarian-hedonic dual mediation model (UHDM).
Therefore, utilitarian consumption has an indirect causal effect on game purchase or usage through
hedonic consumption.
Practical implications – Game development for consumers online, on wireless devices and on
consoles should place greater emphasis on the practical implications of hedonic consumption.
Attention could be focused on perceived enjoyment, self-concept, self-congruity and self-efficacy as
the primary drivers of use and purchase. Practical solutions should also be developed to develop the
UHDM effect.
Originality/value – This is the first paper in the game context to explore and model the relationship
between hedonic, utilitarian consumption and the UHDM effect on game purchase and usage. This
paper is also unique because it provides results across four game groups: all games (ALL), Sports/
Simulation/Driving (SSD), Role Playing Game/Massively Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Game
Strategy (RPG), and Action/Adventure/Fighting (AAF).
Keywords Utilitarian-hedonic dual mediation model (UHDM), Usage, Purchase, Games, SEM, CFA,
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Introduction
Consumers play computer games on the internet, wireless devices or consoles to experience
hedonic and utilitarian consumption value (Ng, 2012). To better understand and clarify the
relationship between these two consumption values, this research explores and models
consumers’ game purchase and usage behaviour and experience in terms of hedonic and
utilitarian consumption (Lo´pez and Ruiz, 2011). Understanding this effect is important
because games are popular forms of entertainment. For example, US game sales generated
$US 10.5 billion in 2009, $US 24.75 billion in 2011 and 67 per cent of American households
play computer games (Entertainment Software Association (ESA), 2010). Furthermore, the
UK market is predicted to grow by 7.5 per cent between 2009 and 2012 (UKIE, 2011).
Overall, the sale of games has eclipsed those of the US box-office, cementing gaming as
a dominant force of technological consumption and entertainment (Brand, 2010).
This study is also important because it forms one of the first steps in the establishment
of the dual mediation hypothesis in the context of games. Mackenzie et al. (1986) and
Lo´pez and Ruiz (2011) argue that both utilitarian and hedonic consumption values have
central and peripheral effects on purchase and usage, and that they are entangled rather
than being alternatives for one another. Van der Heijden (2004, p. 695) supports this view,
arguing that understanding and measuring the relationships between “the productivity-
oriented (or utilitarian) and pleasure-oriented (or hedonic)” consumption of any IT-based
system is vital in the study of user acceptance. Many authors support this view, positing
the existence of a mutual relationship, but they admit that there is little empirical evidence
to support it (Li et al., 2012; Bridges and Florsheim, 2008). Ku¨cklich (2003) and Buchanan-
Oliver and Seo (2012) conclude that while computer gaming is important to academic
research, our knowledge of games as a consumption activity is limited.
Most consumer-oriented research has focused on, first, the communication effect
(Prugsamatz et al., 2010; Molesworth, 2006); and/or, second, product or brand placement
(Cauberghe and De Pelsmacker, 2010; Mackay et al., 2009; Mau et al., 2008). Other
researchers, such as Nicovich (2005), have measured consumer involvement and avatar
effects on cognition ( Jin and Bolebruch, 2009).
Hedonic consumption and utilitarian consumption values and their relationship to
each other and to game purchase and usage have not been adequately conceptualized
or measured. Therefore, our research question is as follows:
How do we model the relationship between hedonic and utilitarian consumption and game
purchase and usage behaviour?
Is this relationship represented as a Utilitarian-Hedonic Dual Mediation Model (UHDM)?
We model these relationships in the context of four game groups that have been defined
by Davis and Lang (2012) and Myers (1990): all games (ALL); Sports/Simulation/
Driving (SSD), which places emphasis on hand/eye co-ordination/reflexes in real world
environments; Role Playing Game/Massively Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Game/
Strategy (RPG), which places emphasis on characters that gain experience and power
through encounters; and Action/Adventure/Fighting (AAF), which places emphasis on
simulations of futuristic and historical warfare and/or violent activity. Categorizing
games into these four genres is also consistent with Apperley (2006).
Contribution
The main contribution of this research is the conceptualization and measurement of
hedonic and utilitarian value and game purchase and usage behaviour in the context
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of a dual mediation hypothesis. While many authors have proposed this dual
mediation hypothesis, this research provides empirical evidence to support its
relationship in the gaming context. While other authors have provided evidence from
an online setting (Lo´pez and Ruiz, 2011) we extend this model further in gaming. The
mutual relationship is important because consumers buy and use games to experience
both experiential (hedonic) and goal-directed (utilitarian) behaviours (Wang et al.,
2007). In essence, in the same consumption event they seek to achieve known
objectives while having no objectives at all. This model will influence game design and
play (Choi and Kim, 2004; Kim et al., 2002) and may lead to further questions such
as what is the “optimal” flow experience. If it does exist, how are we to conceptualize
this “optimal” consumption experience? Do consumers primarily seek the experience of
enjoyment and self-concept, or is purchase and usage driven by the utilitarian
encounter of the game itself in terms of ease of use, complexity and control?
This paper is organized as follows. First, the conceptual model and hypotheses are
developed, placing emphasis on the UHDM model and the antecedents of utilitarian
and hedonic consumption. This is followed by the methodology, outlining Study 1 and
Study 2. The qualitative and quantitative results of these two studies are presented and
then discussed. The paper concludes with managerial and research implications.
Conceptual model
Figure 1 presents our conceptual models that are differentiated by the dependent
variable usage or purchase. The conceptual model is defined as a UHDM model. It is
based on the work of Mackenzie et al. (1986, p. 132) with the support of others (Lo´pez
and Ruiz, 2011). They argue that:
The dual mediation hypothesis (DMH), which specifies an indirect flow of causation from
[the attitude towards the advertisement] through brand cognitions to [the attitude towards
the brand] in addition to the direct effect postulated by the [the attitude towards the
advertisement] to [the attitude towards the brand]. Under that specification, perceptions of
the source of a message are seen as leading to an attitude toward the source, which in turn
governs cognitive and affective reactions to the content of the message. The DMH, then, can
Hedonic
consumption
Utilitarian
consumption
Game
purchase (p)
or
usage (u)
H1
H2
H3
Figure 1.
Conceptual model –
purchase or usage
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be viewed as asserting the alterative possibility that central and peripheral processes are
intertwined rather than substitutes for one another.
In our conceptual model we argue for a UHDM model where, first, utilitarian
consumption has an indirect causal effect on game purchase or usage through hedonic
consumption (H3) and second, utilitarian (H2) and hedonic (H1) consumption also have
a direct effect on game purchase or usage. This hypothesized model is compared to the
individual influences model (IIM) that states that utilitarian and hedonic consumption
has individual direct effects on game purchase or usage. Therefore, we argue that from
the consumption of the game as a valued experience, hedonic and utilitarian
consumption are centrally and peripherally intertwined processes (Mackenzie et al.,
1986) that drive usage and purchase (Chen, 2009; Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982).
Hedonic consumption
Our first hypothesis to support the UHDM relates to the importance of hedonic
consumption (Childers et al., 2001; Holbrook and Gardner, 1998; Holbrook, 1982).
Buying and use motivations depend on the consumer’s motivation towards
experiential (hedonic) and goal-directed (utilitarian) behaviours (Wang et al., 2007).
Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2001) argue that experiential behaviour is associated with a
desire to be “entertained, to have fun, and to be immersed in the experience” (p. 46).
Therefore, the hedonic experience is often associated with the consumers concern with
enjoyment and their self-concept. A hedonic experience, at its extreme, is more
subjective and is associated with higher levels of playfulness, which result in positive
moods and higher levels of satisfaction (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003).
A hedonic encounter can involve greater interaction, heightened arousal, higher
involvement and perceived freedom (Babin et al., 1994). It can also invoke strong
feelings, and consumers who shop recreationally often expect high levels of hedonic
value (Babin et al., 1994). Gaming generates high levels of emotion and excitement
(Fiore et al., 2005) and its environments provide a platform for the experiential
amplification of the internal-self (Childers et al., 2001; Scarpi, 2012; Thong and Xu,
2012), subjective interpretation and experimentation (Murray and Bellman, 2011;
Fromme, 2003; Eber, 2001). Therefore, we hypothesize for both our usage and
purchase models that:
H1p . Hedonic consumption will have a positive effect on game purchase.
H1u. Hedonic consumption will have a positive effect on game usage.
To further define hedonic consumption we argue that its antecedents are the gamer’s
self-concept (actual, ideal and social), the congruity between self-concept and the game,
the self-efficacy of the users in relation to the game and the perceived enjoyment of the
game (Babin et al., 1994).
First, self-concept, defined as how consumers perceive and value themselves (Aaker,
1999; Rosenberg, 1979), is important to the discussion of hedonic consumption because
of its relationship to self-efficacy and self-congruity. In their play and pursuit of
hedonic experience value, consumers will often be led by the interplay (efficacy)
between their multiple selves. The desire for interpretation and experimentation arises
from the need to transform their self-concept into their ideal, social or gaming state
( Johar and Sirgy, 1991). The transformation of self-concept is often lead by influential
game characters like “Master Chief” in Halo 4. Like a form of translocative meditation,
232
INTR
23,2
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 U
N
IT
EC
 IN
ST
IT
U
TE
 O
F 
TE
CH
N
O
LO
G
Y
 A
t 1
8:
02
 1
5 
Fe
br
ua
ry
 2
01
5 
(P
T)
the game permits the consumer to temporarily transform their perceptions of their
world. Rather than just watching the fight, the consumer can participate and share the
experience with their community.
Second, self-congruity is important to hedonic consumption because the subjective
experience of imagination is often led by the evaluation of the product/service image vs
the consumer’s self-concept (Sirgy, 1982; Johar and Sirgy, 1991). It defines the symbolic
value that can be obtained from an object (Aguirre-Rodrı´guez et al., 2012; Quester et al.,
2000). Self-congruity is important in a game context because of its impact on
imagination and experience. Often gamers will seek a significant gap in the congruity
between their own actual perceived self-concept and the ideal self. For example, if we
consider the self-image of a gamer and that of “Master Chief” in Halo 4, the gap is
significant in time, space and meaning. In the act of play the gamer may wish
to temporarily transform their image, thereby escaping the routine of every life:
fighting the “Prometheans”.
Second, self-efficacy refers to the capability to engage in subjective game play and
experience enjoyment (Vorderer, 2003; Eber, 2001; Bandura, 1982). It is important to the
concept of hedonic consumption because it is linked to the consumer’s evaluation of
self-concept: the difference between the actual self (the user’s ability to play the game)
and the ideal self (the user’s ideal ability to play the game). Like self-congruity, the
gamer is engaging in reflective evaluation in the process of purchase and usage. For
self-efficacy they will seek the evolution of their actual self. The ideal self is often
defined by a fictitious character, which is under the restrained and unrestrained
control of themselves, the game’s technology or social gamer interactions. For example,
in the game Halo 4, a key component of the experience is the use of weapons. Being
like the “Master Chief ” is intimately linked to the consumers’ belief that they have
the capability to use those weapons effectively and in a way consistent with their
in-game character.
Finally, enjoyment defines the game experience as a subjective interpretation
(Addis and Holbrook, 2001). Enjoyment is a self-oriented reward that is associated with
escapism (Mathwick and Rigdon, 2004), and it has been shown to be a key hedonic
determinant (Bridges and Florsheim, 2008). From the literature and our own anecdotal
understanding, one of the key motivators that determine consumers to purchase and
use games is the hedonic experience of enjoyment. Therefore, we argue that enjoyment
is an important antecedent to hedonic consumption.
Utilitarian consumption
Our conceptual model argues that a dual mediation process is present while consumers
are seeking a hedonic experience: they may also be seeking game consumption with
known objectives, explicit structure (Huang and Hsieh, 2011; Holbrook and Gardner,
1998) and organized play (Lu and Wang, 2008; Walther, 2003; Prensky, 2001; Frasca,
1999). This type of “recognized ending” (Babin et al., 1994) is important because it
defines the game’s constraints, ease of use and complexity, and it controls unrestrained
exploration (Walther, 2003; Juul, 2001; Jessen, 1999). Utilitarian consumption is defined
as being task-oriented, instrumental, rational and efficient. It is also defined by Batra
and Ahtola (1991) as an attitude pertaining to the usefulness and value of a particular
behaviour exhibited by a consumer. Utilitarian motives usually reflect a “work”
mentality (Babin et al., 1994) and are dependent on whether the task at hand has been
accomplished. The consumer employing a utilitarian approach will thus experience
greater levels of satisfaction once they feel they have made an efficient and purposeful
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purchase, especially if it was done in a fastidious manner (Dholakia, 1999).
This purchase experience may also be further confirmed and valued if the following
game usage supports their task-oriented behaviour. For example, in the consumption
of the game Halo 4, utilitarian objectives are essential if the game character
“Master Chief” achieves the next game objective. Therefore, it is hypothesized for
usage and purchases that:
H2p. Utilitarian consumption will have a positive effect on game purchase.
H2u. Utilitarian consumption will have a positive effect on game usage.
Utilitarian consumption is defined further in the game context as: ease of use (Batra
and Ahtola, 1991), complexity (Walther, 2003; Juul, 2001; Jessen, 1999) and perceived
control (Lu and Wang, 2008; Prensky, 2001; Frasca, 1999). These constructs are used
because of their predominance in the gaming literature and because they have received
some of the strongest conceptual and empirical support in utilitarian consumption
(Batra and Ahtola, 1991).
First, ease of use affects utilitarian consumption because the game has specific rules
and goal-oriented outcomes that can only be followed and achieved if the consumer can
control and manipulate it (Newman, 2004). Ease of use is “the degree to which a person
believes that using a particular system would be free of effort” (Davis, 1989, p. 320).
This conceptualization has been supported by many researchers (Vijayasarathy, 2004;
Venkatesh et al., 2003) and it argues that if a game is easier to use, the consumer will
perceive its consumption to be less complex.
Second, perceived complexity is important because for consumers to follow the
game structure and achieve their aims, game play barriers need to be overcome in
order to attain utilitarian consumption (Igbaria and Iivari, 1995). This may include
barriers related to the game’s learning processes and usability (Ong, 2004). Perceived
complexity “reflects perceptions of internal and external constraints on behaviour
[y]” (Venkatesh et al., 2003, p. 454). In other words, it cannot arise if a game is too
complex. High complexity may disrupt the consumers’ experience of the flow state
(Hoffman and Novak, 2009).
Finally, perceived control plays an important role in utilitarian consumption as it
reflects the consumer’s ability to control the experience (Huang and Hsieh, 2011).
Control will vary across different contexts (Gentry and Calantone, 2002) and
is also dependent on the “level of one’s control over the environment and one’s
actions” (Koufaris, 2002, p. 208). It is argued that when consumers perceive that they
can control a game, they will also perceive that the game will be easier to use and will
be less complex.
Dual mediation hypothesis
Based on our earlier discussion of the conceptual model and the UHDM hypothesis
(Lo´pez and Ruiz, 2011) we present our final hypothesis, which specifies the relationship
between utilitarian and hedonic consumption. This is supported by Overby and Eun-Ju
(2006) and Kivetz (2000), who argue that consumers often seek a balance between
hedonic and utilitarian motivation in the consumption experience. Jones et al. (2006)
and Raynolds et al. (2012) also support this view, citing the complex interrelationships
between hedonic and utilitarian experience, usage and purchase behaviour. The
empirical relationship between hedonic consumption and utilitarian consumption was
234
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first proposed by Batra and Ahtola (1991), with support from Crowley et al. (1992).
More recently other researchers have supported this view, conceptually as well as
empirically. For example:
(1) Voss et al. (2003) developed a combined hedonic/utilitarian (HED/UT) scale;
(2) Bridges and Florsheim (2008) suggest that online marketers offer both hedonic
and functional experiences together to maximize use and purchase behaviour;
(3) Rintama¨ki et al. (2006) also developed a tripartite conceptualization of
customer value based on the integration of utilitarian, social and hedonic
value; and
(4) Li et al. (2012) propose a stimulus-organism-response (S-O-R)-based model that
incorporates both the utilitarian and hedonic factors of consumers.
In games, if the reality of utilitarian consumption does not exist, then the play associated
with hedonic consumption will be unconstrained: leading to meaninglessness
uncontrolled activity. Without the co-existence of hedonic and utilitarian consumption,
the gamer may not be able to adequately control their character, the game environment,
the tools or the minions of the “warriors” under their direct orders as the “commander”.
This view is supported by Buchanan-Oliver and Seo (2012), who argued that, in the
context of Warcraft III, the utilitarian rules of the game created opportunities for the
co-creation of hedonic play consumption. In essence, rules create order for escapism.
Therefore, it is hypothesized for both our usage and purchase models:
H3p. Utilitarian consumption will have a positive effect on game purchase mediated
by hedonic consumption.
H3u. Utilitarian consumption will have a positive effect on game usage mediated by
hedonic consumption.
Method
To explore and measure our conceptual model we implemented two studies. Study 1 is
qualitative and exploratory in nature. The aim of this study is to explore our
hypothesized relationships, which also creates further validation of our model. Study 2
consists of a model development process using questionnaire data that is analysed by
using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modelling (SEM).
Study 1
Study 1 can best be described as a case study of consumers (Miles and Huberman,
1994). The advantage of this method is that “this type of empirical inquiry suits
an investigation into the contemporary phenomena from a real life context” (Yin,
1994, p. 13). In essence, our approach promotes a process of theory development
(Eisenhardt, 1989) and a further exploration of the conceptual model and hypotheses.
Therefore, it has a complementary effect on Study 2. Table I provides the
characteristics of our participants.
From an operational perspective, our method was based on a series of one-to-one in-
depth interviews with 18 participants. All interviews were conducted at the premises
of the participant’s work place and interviews lasted between 30 and 90 minutes. To
reduce the risk of manipulation, participants were not given prior knowledge of the
questions. Interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. The validity and
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reliability of the case study was tested by controlling the two characteristic risks that
are associated with the case study design (Yin, 1994). The first area of concern relates
to the interviewer’s readiness and training as well as the ideological position of the
interviewer. To minimize interviewer bias, a single experienced interviewer was used.
To maintain the integrity of data analysis for parsimonious theory building
(Eisenhardt, 1989), two researchers were used to analyse the evidence. The primary
researcher conducted coding protocols in accordance with the research questions,
whilst the second researcher ensured that the analysis was consistent with the
Study 1 Gender Male 72
Female 28
Nationality New Zealand European 28
Other European (EU/US) 28
Asian 28
Pacific Islander 16
Age 18-20 28
21-30 61
31-40þ 22
Study 2 Gender Male 82.2
Female 17.8
Age p10 0.4
11-15 4.3
16-20 40.2
21-25 37.1
X26 18.1
Ethnicity NZ Pakeha 29.4
Maori 7.5
Pacific Islander 6.5
Asian 38.5
European 9.9
Others 8.1
Marital Status Single 77.3
Widowed 0.2
Living with partner 13.8
Married 7.3
Divorced/separated 1.4
Education Non-degree 66.1
Degree 33.9
Employment Student 47.7
Full time 25.4
Self-employed 4.9
Unemployed 4.3
Homemaker 0.4
Part-time 6.7
Student/part-time 10.8
Annual income o10,000 47.5
10,000-20,000 16.6
20,001-30,000 7.5
30,001-40,000 11.4
40,001-50,000 9.5
50,001-60,000 3.2
60,001-80,000 2.4
X80,000 1.8
Table I.
Participant characteristics
(%) – Study 1 and 2
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research design. A thematic analysis method was used to analyse the text units against
the hypotheses in accordance with the procedures outlined by Miles and Huberman (1994).
Study 2
Data were gathered through face-to-face interviews with 493 consumers in Auckland,
New Zealand from the general public (Lu and Wang, 2008) using a structured survey
(Appendix). Intercept interviews were conducted in four locations in Auckland: east,
west, south, north. These locations were approximately 30 kilometres from the
Auckland City centre. Every potential respondent was asked to participate so that they
would have an equal chance to participate in the survey. Interviewers then interacted
with the potential respondent and after finishing the interview they would approach
the next potential respondent. Those that agreed to participate were asked to respond
to a structured questionnaire. Respondents were screened by means of two questions,
first, in the last week, did you play games on your computer (PC or MAC), or on a
games console (perhaps through the internet), such as an Xbox, PlayStation or Wii that
you purchased? If the answer was “yes”, they were asked, second, which game did you
play most often in the last week? Question 1 established that the respondent was a
regular player of the games they had actually purchased and Question 2 ensured that
respondents had mostly played a game that was not preloaded on a computer such
as Solitaire. The sample showed (Table I) that 493 respondents provided usable data
(77 per cent), were 25 years and under, 66 per cent of the respondents had not received a
degree, 77 per cent were single. In all, 39 per cent of the respondents were Asians and
48 per cent of the respondents were students, 48 per cent of the respondents have an
annual income ofo$10,000 and 82 per cent of the respondents were male and 18 per
cent were female. To make the completion of the questions easier for respondents, a
seven-point Likert scale was used to measure the constructs of interest (1¼ “strongly
disagree”, 7¼ “strongly agree”).
Utilitarian consumption value is operationalized as:
(1) perceived ease of use (Venkatesh et al., 2003);
(2) perceived control (Venkatesh et al., 2003); and
(3) perceived complexity (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Vijayasarathy, 2004).
Hedonic consumption value is operationalized as:
(1) self-concept (Helgeson and Supphellen, 2004; Sirgy et al., 1997);
(2) self-congruence (Helgeson and Supphellen, 2004);
(3) self-efficacy (Vijayasarathy, 2004; Venkatesh et al., 2000, 2003; Koufaris, 2002;
Venkatesh and Davis, 1996); and
(4) perceived enjoyment (Venkatesh, 2000; Koufaris, 2002).
Analysis
Study 1
Our findings suggest that the relationship between hedonic consumption and game
usage and purchase could relate to factors such as the need for the experience of
an impulsive purchase, to be nostalgic and to satisfy the desire to capture a bargain.
As there are always many other game alternatives, participants argued that the
relationship between hedonic consumption, usage and purchase is often concerned
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with getting the right offer to the consumer at the right time and place, both within the
game experience and in relation to online environments (e.g. online game retailers and
communities). It is important that these offers take into account key demographics.
Game marketers with specific knowledge of their consumers and a customer
relationship management philosophy will be able to leverage this understanding to
achieve such customized offers. For example, knowing that the consumer associates a
positive experience with consuming products that are aligned to their interests.
In terms of the relationship between utilitarian consumption and game usage,
consumers argue that a game can be viewed as the achievement of a series of goals.
This iterative process drives future intentions and actual usage. In some ways it is a
sub-process of interactivity. Participants argued that each time a goal is achieved
through consumption, there is a “payoff ”. It is argued that this payoff is mostly likely
related to the cognitive value gained from the utilitarian consumption experience.
It was suggested by participants that for game purchase, the technology of the game in
terms of “bugs” is a constant disruptor or mediator of this value.
Participants also highlighted the relationship between utilitarian and hedonic
consumption in both usage and purchase contexts: the duality of experience and
immersion vs the set game-related objectives of the technology-led “new innovation”.
In essence there appears to be an interrelation between the hedonic immersion, which
appears to have no end, and the experience defined by a utilitarian outcome. It would
appear that both are important in game consumption value and that, depending on
factors such as technology, the hedonic and/or utilitarian state are able to change and
potentially switch. In the purchase context, participants argued for the importance of
the game’s technology: how it was valued and experienced and how it could lead to
purchase. Central to the argument is the personality of the consumer and how the
technology enables that personality to interact with the game environment.
For the relationship between utilitarian consumption and ease of use in a usage
context, participants argued that game innovations, while they changed the nature of
interactivity, are built on fundamental mechanics that are easy to use. It is possible that
the consumers had the same underlying objectives in the consumption experience, but
through new ways of interacting with the environment, the value of the consumption
was enhanced. In some ways it was the old and the new: the familiar and the
unfamiliar. It was argued by participants that ease of use was not only about the game
and play, but was also related to game channels such as Steam in the usage and
purchase context. There appears to be an important seamless integration between
game, channel and transaction. It is argued that with brands like Steam, who market
their own games as well as those from other platforms, the integration between game,
channel and transaction is oriented around consumer objectives. Thus, ease of use may
drive utilitarian consumption.
When discussing the relationship between utilitarian consumption and perceived
complexity in game usage, it was argued by participants that a key value driver in
gaming was the complexity of the challenge. A reward is derived from solving the
objective, which is inherent in the complex challenge. Optimal value from a utilitarian
perspective is derived when the consumers’ “skill sets” are constantly being flexed by
the complexity and challenge that are almost infinite. Participants viewed utilitarian
value, complexity and purchase as a constant clamour for a unique “new” experience.
In this way, utilitarian experience is like the “fuel” to the “fire” (hedonic experience).
It was suggested by participants that in the relationship between utilitarian
consumption and perceived control in game usage, the main objective is to get to the
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next level against the “competitor” through determination and having control over the
skills required. It was also suggested that there was a need to explore and, in a sense,
be out of control. From a purchase perspective, control is about commitment to a game
and its serious and very specific consumption. The level of response is compared to
other games in which hedonic consumption is enhanced but the consumer does not
have any specific goal or direction in mind.
The relationship between hedonic consumption and self-congruity in game usage
was argued by participants from the perspective of the consumer’s character and how
that image evolves and makes conflicting choices dynamically, for example, in the
choice to “quest”. For the consumer, fun and fantasy can be gained from this depth, and
it may be different from the consumer’s own self-concept: “It is like watching a novel
being written”. Even though the multiple selves diverge and the narrative expands,
there has to be congruence of the consumer’s own self-concept or ideal state to continue
to engage in the transactions.
When discussing the relationship between hedonic consumption and self-efficacy in
game usage, participants argued strongly for a belief in their ability to accomplish a
task and their ability to play the game. Reference was made to the team. In essence, the
goal is to win, to progress and experience enjoyment and excitement. For hedonic
consumption and self-efficacy in the game purchase, we cite the importance of future
rewarding gaming experiences with “greater and greater challenges as time went on”.
Consumers will purchase games that enhance gaming skills.
In hedonic consumption, self-concept plays a key role in usage and purchase as games
are often played not only to experience self-concept in different ways, but also to expand
these perceptions to multiple selves through “different feelings and choices they make”.
It was argued by participants that there has to be a link between self-concept and the
alternative self. Consistency might also include morality. If the psychic distance is too
great, there will be a large gap between skills and challenges and this may disrupt the
optimal experience and flow state. Hence, “that can make the game less enjoyable”.
Anecdotally, it is a commonly held view that consumers use and buy games because
of the relationship between hedonic consumption and perceived enjoyment. However,
it was argued by participants that this type of value was more complex and possibly a
multidimensional concept. The state of enjoyment does not mean having everything
a consumer wants. Rather, it is defined by what is meant by fulfilment and choice,
indicating that consumers have a lot of control over perceived enjoyment, and that they
define it according to the higher order cognitive state that they desire. As argued,
purchase is closely aligned to a game that satisfies this state of enjoyment.
Study 2
With Study 2, the analysis adopted a two-stage process of model development and
testing (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012) using AMOS 19. First, the measurement model was
developed using a CFA (Kline, 1998). Testing our hypotheses followed, using SEM.
In this process two models were developed and tested purchase and usage.
CFA. Before the CFA was implemented the data were cleaned for missing values,
outliers and normality to maintain consistency with the assumptions of CFA and SEM
(Hair et al., 1998). Appendix shows the original questionnaire with notation of variables
removed in all phases of the data cleaning and model modification. Outliers were
assessed using the Mahalanobis distance statistic with observations removed where
both p1 and p2 were significant. Normality was tested with measures of skewness and
kurtosis. Variables with a kurtosis and skewness value of472.0 were deleted (Curran
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et al., 1996). Multicollinearity was also measured, with variables of a variance inflation
factor45 being deleted (Curto and Pinto, 2011). The final sample size was 350 for the
purchase model and 326 for the usage model. Differences in the sample size are
attributed to further observation removal for the Mahalanobis distance statistic in the
usage model data set. For both the purchase and usage model, further model
refinements were made to determine the optimal measurement model through deletion
of observed variables with a standardized residual covariance of 42.0 (Hair et al.,
2010). Correlations between variables were also determined to ensure that they support
single rather than multiple constructs (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012).
At the completion of the modifications, the observed independent variables of the
purchase and usage models were identical. However, our model measured purchase
and usage across four game groups concurrently and in our questionnaire these
constructs are measure differently, for our dependent observed variables: for usage we
used summated mean measures of game platform (PG4¼PU1, PU2, PU3, PU4, PU5)
and usage (UALL¼PU8, PU9, PU10, PU11, PU12, PU15, PU16, PU17, PU18) and for
purchase summated mean measures of purchase across SSD (PSSD¼PB10, PB16,
PB18), RPG (PRPG¼PB14, PB15, PB17), and AAF (PAAF¼PB8, PB9, PB11).
For the CFA measurement model, the results for discriminant validity, convergent
validity and goodness-of-fit (GoF) are shown in Tables II-V. We conclude for both our
purchase and usage models that they have discriminant and convergent validity as
well as acceptable GoF. Our measures of validity and fit are based on Bagozzi and Yi
(2012) and others (Hair et al., 2010; Baumgartner and Homburg, 1996; Hu and Bentler,
1995; Bacon et al., 1995; Browne and Cudeck, 1993; Bentler, 1990), that is:
(1) discriminant validity: the implied correlations for each construct are less than
the corresponding square root of the average variance extracted (AVE).
(2) convergent validity: construct Cronbach’s a and Construct reliability are40.70
and the AVE is 40.50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Nunnally, 1978).
(3) GoF: CMIN/df (w2/degrees of freedom) ratio is o5.0, a significant p-value,
normalized fit index (NFI), comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis
index (TLI) is preferably 40.95 and, that the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean-squared residual
(SRMR) is preferably o0.05, but values up to 0.08 are acceptable.
SEM. The SEM focused on the analysis of the structural conceptual model using the
maximum likelihood method to test the hypothesized relationships between the
second-order constructs and purchase or usage (Figure 1). In our structural model
we did not specify in the results and hypotheses the first-order observer variables
for hedonic consumption (self-concept, self-congruity, self-efficacy and perceived
enjoyment) and utilitarian consumption (ease of use, perceived control and
perceived complexity). This is because these variables are all well-accepted theoretical
models with high measures of reported construct validity across a variety of contexts.
In our SEM there are four forms of this model:
(1) all games (ALL);
(2) SSD;
(3) RPG; and
(4) AAF.
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Table II.
Discriminant validity –
purchase and usage
models
241
Modeling UHDM
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 U
N
IT
EC
 IN
ST
IT
U
TE
 O
F 
TE
CH
N
O
LO
G
Y
 A
t 1
8:
02
 1
5 
Fe
br
ua
ry
 2
01
5 
(P
T)
The primary aim of the SEM stage is to specify the model and formally state the nature
of the relationships through the hypotheses (H1, H2 and H3). To adapt our model for
each game form we manipulated the mean summated game type purchase and usage
variable. Tables V and VI show the results of our SEM using the same GoF as in the
CFA with the addition of the standardized regression weight, path estimate, critical
ratio and p-value for level of significance. Table VII also summarizes the squared
multiple correlations.
We conclude the following:
(1) GoF is acceptable for all for game forms.
(2) Hedonic consumption is positively related to game purchase but not for RPG,
and AAF.
(3) Hedonic consumption is positively related to game usage but not for AAF and
RPG.
(4) Utilitarian consumption is not positively related to game purchase or usage.
(5) Utilitarian consumption is positively related to hedonic consumption in game
purchase or usage.
Purchase model Factor Loading p
Cronbach
a
Construct
reliability
Average variance
extracted
Purchase PSSD 0.813 o0.001 0.755 0.760 0.520
PRPG 0.601 o0.001
PAAF 0.738 o0.001
Self-concept CON1 0.668 o0.001 0.817 0.840 0.630
CON3 0.827 o0.001
CON4 0.874 o0.001
Self- congruity SC3 0.944 o0.001 0.948 0.950 0.860
SC2 0.945 o0.001
SC1 0.898 o0.001
Self-efficacy SE14 0.875 o0.001 0.955 0.940 0.880
SE15 0.968 o0.001
SE16 0.968 o0.001
Perceived enjoyment ENJ8 0.896 o0.001 0.951 0.950 0.830
ENJ6 0.914 o0.001
ENJ5 0.958 o0.001
ENJ4 0.878 o0.001
Perceived control PC4 0.838 o0.001 0.873 0.880 0.720
PC3 0.951 o0.001
PC2 0.744 o0.001
Perceived complexity PX4R 0.692 o0.001 0.867 0.870 0.700
PX3R 0.958 o0.001
PX2R 0.844 o0.001
Ease of use PE5 0.886 o0.001 0.943 0.940 0.810
PE4 0.923 o0.001
PE3 0.893 o0.001
PE2 0.892 o0.001
Table III.
Convergent validity
(purchase model)
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(6) To test for our UHDM we specified our structural models but removed
H3. In essence, this creates an IMM. Overall, we reject this model because
in each replication across purchase, usage and game types the GoF
measures deteriorated and the SRMR result increased well above
the accepted criteria. Therefore, when comparing the UHDM with the
IMM, the UHDM is accepted.
Discussion
We conclude that hedonic rather than utilitarian consumption positively impacts
purchase and usage (Yang, 2010; Addis and Holbrook, 2001). Therefore, H1 is accepted.
The consumption value of gaming as an entertainment form is reinforced and can be
associated with enjoyment, self-concept, self-efficacy and self-congruity (Lu and Wang,
2008; Babin et al., 1994). Consumers purchase and use games because they value an
internal cognitive experience of variability and multiple outcomes, which is only
prejudiced by the consumer’s instant emotions. It is interesting to explore why
consumers play and use games for the hedonic experiential value they provide, based
on a discussion of the literature. The consumers need for hedonic consumption may be
driven by their self-concept (Aaker, 1999; Sirgy, 1982) and the desire to achieve a high
congruity between their actual, ideal and social self-concept and that of the game.
Transformation could be motivated by the promise of an alternative self-concept
through developing new gaming skills and esteem value; being seen to be playing the
latest game; joining others who are playing a particular game on the internet; escapism
Usage model Factor Loading p
Cronbach
a
Construct
reliability
Average variance
extracted
Usage PG4 0.950 o0.001 0.949 0.952 0.908
UALL 0.956 o0.001
Ease of use PE5 0.939 o0.001 0.943 0.837 0.634
PE4 0.943 o0.001
PE3 0.880 o0.001
Perceived complexity PX4R 0.733 o0.001 0.883 0.954 0.873
PX3R 0.956 o0.001
PX2R 0.858 o0.001
Perceived control PC4 0.819 o0.001 0.862 0.965 0.909
PC3 0.951 o0.001
PC2 0.729 o0.001
Perceived enjoyment ENJ8 0.913 o0.001 0.953 0.954 0.838
ENJ6 0.923 o0.001
ENJ5 0.947 o0.001
ENJ4 0.877 o0.001
Self- efficacy SE14 0.901 o0.001 0.967 0.875 0.702
SE15 0.978 o0.001
SE16 0.979 o0.001
Self- congruity SC3 0.955 o0.001 0.800 0.889 0.729
SC2 0.955 o0.001
SC1 0.892 o0.001
Self- concept CON1 0.661 o0.001 0.818 0.944 0.848
CON3 0.829 o0.001
CON4 0.882 o0.001
Table IV.
Convergent validity
(usage model)
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(Funk and Buchman, 1996), wanting to assume a different personality; or at the most
extreme level, facilitating a personality shift (Boyle and Hibberd, 2005; Anderson and
Bushman, 2002; Dill and Dill, 1998).
We also believe that there is some consistency with Molesworth (2006), who found
that the consumer’s consumption is a rich experience that links real life with the reality
of the game and helps develop the consumer’s imagination. Our findings suggest that,
for these types of games, consumers value the power they have and the encounters
they gain by assuming “a simulated character”, as well as the effect that this has on
their self-concept. In essence, the consumer is gaining self-image value, which
represents the value that the person applies to a specific self-concept. The consumer
gains value from multiple self-concepts, with the two most common being the actual
self and the ideal self. It is proposed that a “gaming-self” exists, which represents the
consumer’s perception of him/herself as both a game player and a virtual game
character. According to the multidimensionality principle, the gaming-self will vary
depending on the type of game that the consumer is interacting with. In this research,
the gaming-self, embodied in the consumer’s self-concept of the virtual game character,
is of significant value to the consumer. Hedonic consumption is also related
to the consumer’s need for enjoyment (Chtourou and Souiden, 2010; Beuningen van
et al., 2009) and self-congruity. Kang et al. (2009) found that self-congruity has
post-adoption belief effects, that is, that self-congruity explains usage (Sirgy et al.,
2008). The symbolic value gained from playing games may drive a process of
evaluation that leads to usage and purchase. Koo (2009) suggests that while previous
studies have focused on extrinsic values in experiential consumption, intrinsic
experiential motives such as self-congruity are important motivators for consumers
to play games (Lu and Wang, 2008).
Model CMIN/DF p NFI TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR Accept/reject
Purchase (UHDM) CFA 2.010 o0.001 0.935 0.959 0.966 0.054 0.044 Accept
SEM ALL 2.068 o0.001 0.930 0.958 0.963 0.047 0.052 Accept
SEM SSD 2.019 o0.001 0.935 0.958 0.963 0.049 0.052 Accept
SEM RPG 2.018 o0.001 0.937 0.961 0.966 0.047 0.050 Accept
SEM AAF 2.148 o0.001 0.936 0.960 0.965 0.048 0.057 Accept
Usage (UHDM) CFA 2.121 o0.001 0.941 0.961 0.968 0.059 0.037 Accept
SEM ALL 2.217 o0.001 0.925 0.952 0.957 0.050 0.054 Accept
SEM SSD 2.272 o0.001 0.935 0.956 0.962 0.051 0.051 Accept
SEM RPG 2.169 o0.001 0.937 0.960 0.965 0.040 0.049 Accept
SEM AAF 2.296 o0.001 0.934 0.956 0.961 0.050 0.051 Accept
Purchase (IIM) SEM ALL 2.234 o0.001 0.922 0.948 0.954 0.052 0.119 Reject
SEM SSD 2.496 o0.001 0.926 0.948 0.954 0.055 0.127 Reject
SEM RPG 2.417 o0.001 0.928 0.950 0.956 0.054 0.126 Reject
SEM AAF 2.583 o0.001 0.923 0.944 0.951 0.057 0.138 Reject
Usage (IIM) SEM ALL 2.489 o0.001 0.916 0.941 0.948 0.055 0.116 Reject
SEM SSD 2.594 o0.001 0.925 0.945 0.952 0.057 0.122 Reject
SEM RPG 2.501 o0.001 0.927 0.948 0.955 0.055 0.122 Reject
SEM AAF 2.629 o0.001 0.924 0.944 0.951 0.058 0.122 Reject
Notes: CFA, confirmatory factor analysis; SEM, structural equation model, CMIN/DF, w2/degrees
of freedom ratio; NFI, normed fit index; TLI, Tucker Lewis index; CFI, comparative fit index;
RMSEA, root-mean-square error of approximation; SRMR, Standardized root-mean-squared residual.
p significanceo0.001
Table V.
CFA and SEM goodness of
fit (GoF) – (purchase and
usage model) utilitarian-
hedonic dual mediation
model (UHDM) vs
individual influences
model (IIM)
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It is also interesting to understand why consumers’ do not value utilitarian
consumption, since H2 is rejected. This hypothesis specifies the positive effect of
utilitarian consumption on usage and purchase. It would seem logical to assume that,
with ease of use, the consumer’s ability to interact with the game would be enhanced
and the perceived and actual barriers to interaction would be reduced (Yang, 2010;
Liao and Shi, 2009). We suggest that the gaming industry is relatively mature and
sophisticated, and game designers could have discovered an appropriate level of ease
of use for games. This could disrupt the optimal flow state: the game is too easy so the
Model Hypothesis
Standardized
regression
weight Estimate
Critical
ratio
Significance
(p)
Accept/
reject
Purchase (UHDM) SEM ALL H1p 0.160 0.260 2.244 0.025 Accept
H2p 0.089 0.169 1.165 0.244 Reject
H3p 0.492 0.579 5.484 o0.001 Accept
SEM SSD H1p 0.163 0.305 2.577 0.010 Accept
H2p 0.087 0.193 1.321 0.186 Reject
H3p 0.491 0.582 5.483 o0.001 Accept
SEM RPG H1p 0.074 0.148 1.222 0.222 Reject
H2p 0.059 0.137 0.916 0.359 Reject
H3p 0.493 0.571 5.474 o0.001 Accept
SEM AAF H1p 0.093 0.194 1.511 0.131 Reject
H2p 0.091 0.219 1.353 0.176 Reject
H3p 0.493 0.572 5.474 o0.001 Accept
Usage (UHDM) SEM ALL H1u 0.172 0.217 1.958 0.050 Accept
H2u 0.042 0.063 0.482 0.630 Reject
H3u 0.489 0.573 5.420 o0.001 Accept
SEM SSD H1u 0.149 0.274 2.376 0.018 Accept
H2u 0.080 0.174 1.216 0.224 Reject
H3u 0.488 0.578 5.424 o0.001 Accept
SEM RPG H1u 0.117 0.242 1.932 0.053 Reject
H2u 0.090 0.217 1.387 0.166 Reject
H3u 0.490 0.571 5.400 o0.001 Accept
SEM AAF H1u 0.047 0.099 0.771 0.441 Reject
H2u 0.010 0.025 0.155 0.877 Reject
H3u 0.490 0.569 5.388 o0.001 Accept
Purchase (IIM) SEM ALL H1p 0.166 0.264 2.626 0.009 Accept
H2p 0.073 0.134 1.094 0.274 Reject
SEM SSD H1p 0.170 0.316 3.035 0.002 Accept
H2p 0.072 0.154 1.249 0.212 Reject
SEM RPG H1p 0.090 0.178 1.680 0.093 Reject
H2p 0.062 0.138 1.090 0.276 Reject
SEM AAF H1p 0.074 0.155 1.407 0.159 Reject
H2p 0.090 0.196 1.461 0.144 Reject
Usage (IIM) SEM ALL H1u 0.182 0.234 2.320 0.020 Accept
H2u 0.032 0.047 0.413 0.680 Reject
SEM SSD H1u 0.157 0.285 2.814 0.005 Accept
H2u 0.066 0.138 1.153 0.249 Reject
SEM RPG H1u 0.131 0.265 2.420 0.016 Accept
H2u 0.095 0.220 1.652 0.098 Reject
SEM AAF H1u 0.045 0.094 0.845 0.398 Reject
H2u 0.016 0.037 0.267 0.790 Reject
Table VI.
Structural model
hypotheses – (purchase
and usage models)
utilitarian-hedonic dual
mediation model (UHDM)
vs individual influences
model (IIM)
245
Modeling UHDM
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 U
N
IT
EC
 IN
ST
IT
U
TE
 O
F 
TE
CH
N
O
LO
G
Y
 A
t 1
8:
02
 1
5 
Fe
br
ua
ry
 2
01
5 
(P
T)
consumer does not enjoy the game because they are not continually challenged
(Hoffman and Novak, 2009). Second, the fairly generic nature of game hardware and
software controls may be another reason why ease of use may not be an important
contributor to utilitarian goals and purchase or usage (Dabholkar and Sheng, 2009).
One issue is the extent of control over the game interface vs the game play.
For the positive relationship between utilitarian and hedonic consumption, H3 is
accepted. In further support of the dual mediation hypothesis we argue that to optimize
the game experience, the consumer should have limited control over how the hedonic
experience is created. Value is optimized in the consumption act when the consumer
perceives that the game, the other participants and the environment determine the
experience. For the consumers to value the consumption experience of the game, they
must have a sense of control so that they are able to control the characters that gain
experience and power through encounters. However, control may also not reflect the
consumers’ need to control the game experience as they could also perceived that
control may constrain how they want to shape the interaction.
It would also seem logical to assume that, by experiencing complexity, the
consumer’s ability to interact with the game would be enhanced by the reduction of
the perceived and actual barriers to interaction (Trujillo et al., 2010; Dellaert and
Stremersch, 2005). Competent consumers may not consider complexity to be an
important contributing factor in their purchase and usage decisions (D’Astous and
Model Construct
Squared multiple
correlations (UHDM)
Squared multiple
correlations (IIM)
Purchase SEM ALL Hedonic 0.242 0.000
Utilitarian 0.000 0.000
Purchase 0.020 0.033
SEM SSD Hedonic 0.241 0.000
Utilitarian 0.000 0.000
Purchase 0.020 0.034
SEM RPG Hedonic 0.243 0.000
Utilitarian 0.000 0.000
Purchase 0.013 0.012
SEM AAF Hedonic 0.242 0.000
Utilitarian 0.000 0.000
Purchase 0.006 0.014
Usage SEM ALL Hedonic 0.239 0.000
Utilitarian 0.000 0.000
Usage 0.024 0.034
SEM SSD Hedonic 0.239 0.000
Utilitarian 0.000 0.000
Usage 0.017 0.029
SEM RPG Hedonic 0.240 0.000
Utilitarian 0.000 0.000
Usage 0.032 0.026
SEM AAF Hedonic 0.240 0.000
Utilitarian 0.000 0.000
Usage 0.003 0.002
Note: Cohen (1988, p. 413) notes that R2E0.0196 is a small effect, 0.13 is a medium effect and 0.26 is
considered large
Table VII.
Squared multiple
correlations (R2) –
(purchase and usage
models)
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Guevremont, 2008). This may be partly caused by expert consumers’ ability to interact
with and master complex games, thus reducing their perception of the games’
complexity. In other words, complexity is game-specific as well as an individual
difference variable. The more experienced consumer is less likely to notice the high
complexity of certain games, due to their extensive exposure to similar games. This
process may be self-reinforcing, with the consumer starting out with generally less
complex games from which they migrate to games that are increasingly complex to
play and to master. Complexity in this sense may stretch across a number of
dimensions, such as the number of objectives to be solved, the difficulty of each
challenge (Huang and Hsieh, 2011), and the number of characters to interact with. In
this sense, some consumers may be consciously or unconsciously “chasing
complexity” to satisfy their continuously growing ability to handle complex games.
Managerial implications
Game design should place more emphasis on hedonic consumption rather than
utilitarian value in consumption behaviour. For example, self-concept: it is not a
question of which self the consumers perceive themselves to be but what self they wish
to escape into. Game characters may help transform the consumers’ self-concept. For
example, game development may start with a questioning of the consumers’ desired
altered self and then construct characters based on this feedback. Such moves need to
go beyond allowing consumers to design the visual representation of their characters.
The ability to adapt the behavioural traits of characters will further the consumers’
ability to identify with their character, and this will appeal more strongly to their self-
concept, thus facilitating game usage and purchase behaviour. Furthermore, games
could be deployed across multiple channels to simulate interactivity between the
characters in the game and the consumer (Davis and Sajtos, 2008). For example, Huang
and Hsieh (2011) suggest that there is a link between games and social network
services. For online service-oriented games, there may be a need for the whole service
experience to be closely monitored in terms of its consistency with self-congruity. This
is because of the inherent intangibility and variability of services as well as the rapid
change in the online environment. Finally, by understanding the motives of usage and
purchase the social harm related to games may be minimized (Chen et al., 2005).
Finally, the strategies of game-play and marketing should seek to practically apply
the UHDM model.
Future research and limitations
Future research may wish to ascertain the applicability of the results to other
geographical areas and should also extend the model into other samples that are
different from the New Zealand context. It is also important to test the dual mediation
hypothesis for different products or services. As the gamer plays an important role in
the consumption process, further research is required to explore and measure the
effects of co-creation and co-production on the consumption experience. With the recent
release of immersive games like Halo 4, the co-creation and co-production of the games’
hedonic and utilitarian narrative will provide important insights. Finally, much
attention has been given to consumption during actual game play, so exploratory work
is required on game play when a consumer is not interacting with a game. For example,
when they are not playing, what are their thought processes and narratives during the
day? It could be argued that grouping the games together in terms of genre type is a
limitation of the data analysis. However, we believe that grouping the games is
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appropriate as they can exhibit similar characteristics and thus represent similar acts
of consumption. Our study also differentiated between game types but did not examine
the differences between online and offline gaming. Given that this conceptual model is
new within this research context, further exploration may also help to uncover
other relevant measures of hedonic and utilitarian consumption that were not deployed
in this study.
We also note that because this is the first time the UHDM model has been
conceptualized and measured in a game context. Therefore, to develop a generalizable
theory, further work will be required to develop the measurement and structural
models. For example:
(1) the reporting of total and indirect effects of utilitarian consumption on game
purchase or usage through hedonic consumption (H3);
(2) the seven antecedent variables and their contribution to the model.
Consideration should also be given to additional variable not tested in this
research; and
(3) greater investigation and justification of the current second-order factor model
following Koufteros et al. (2009).
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Appendix
Note
Purchase How often do you buy games? PB1 4
How often do you buy the following game types?
Action PB2 1
Adventure PB3 1
Driving PB4 1
Fighting PB5 1
Children PB6 2
Educational PB7 2
MMORPG (Massively Multiplayer Online Role Playing Game) PB8 1
RPG (Role Playing Game) PB9 1
Simulation PB10 1
Strategy PB11 1
Sports PB12 1
How many games do you own in total? PB13 2
Usage How often do you play games on each of the following platforms?
PC/MAC PU1 1
Xbox PU2 1
PlayStation PU3 1
Connected to the Internet PU4 1
Wii PU5 1
In a typical week, how many hours do you play games? PU6 4
How long have you been playing games? PU7 4
How often do you play the following game types?
Action PU8 1
Adventure PU9 1
Driving PU10 1
Fighting PU11 1
Children PU12 2
Educational PU13 2
MMORPG (Massively Multiplayer Online Role Playing Game) PU14 1
RPG (Role Playing Game) PU15 1
Simulation PU16 1
Strategy PU17 1
Sports PU18 1
Self-Concept People similar to me play this game CON1 1
I usually play this game CON2 3
This game reflects the type of gamer that I am CON3 1
This game reflects the type of gamer that I want to be
perceived as
CON4 1
This game allows me to relate with other gamers CON5 4
This game is not the same as other games I play CON6 4
Self-Congruity Other players of this game are consistent with how
I would like to see myself
SC1 1
I am quite similar to the typical player of this game SC2 1
The image of the typical user of this game is similar with how
I see myself
SC3 1
Self-Efficacy I expect to become proficient in playing this game SE1 4
I feel comfortable playing this game SE2 4
I am skilled at playing this game SE3 4
(continued)
Table AI.
Questionnaire items
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Note
I know how to do what I want to do with this game SE4 4
I know more about the game than most other people who play
this game
SE5 4
I can play this game if I can call someone for help if I get stuck SE6 4
I can play this game if I have the manual for reference SE7 4
I can play this game if I have a lot of time to practice SE8 4
I can play this game if I have the built-in help assistance SE9 3
I can play this game if I have never played a similar game
like it before
SE10 3
I can play this game if I have never played it before. SE11 4
I can play this game if I have not seen anyone play it before. SE12 4
I can play this game if I have played a similar game like this
one before.
SE13 4
I can play this game if I have seen someone else play it
before I play.
SE14 1
I can play this game if someone else has helped me to get started. SE15 1
I can play this game if someone showed me how to play it first. SE16 1
I can play this game if there was no one to help me to show
me what to do.
SE17 4
Perceived
Enjoyment
When I play this game it allows me to master a skill. ENJ1 4
When I play this game it gives me a feeling of satisfaction. ENJ2 4
When I play this game it gives me a feeling of diversion. ENJ3 4
When I play this game it gives me a feeling of amusement ENJ4 1
When I play this game the experience is enjoyable ENJ5 1
When I play this game the experience is interesting ENJ6 1
When I play this game the experience is exciting ENJ8 1
When I play this game the experience is fun. ENJ9 4
The actual process of playing this game is pleasant. ENJ10 4
When I play this game it makes me feel spontaneous. ENJ11 3
When I play this game it makes me feel unimaginative. ENJ12 4
When I play this game it makes me feel flexible. ENJ13 4
When I play this game it makes me feel creative. ENJ14 4
When I play this game it makes me feel playful. ENJ15 3
When I play this game it makes me feel unoriginal. ENJ16 3
When I play this game it makes me feel uninventive. ENJ7 3
Perceived Ease
Of Use
I find it easy to get this game to do what I want it to do. PE1 4
I find it easy to learn the rules of this game PE2 4
I find it easy to operate the controls of this game PE3 1
I find the system interface easy to use PE4 1
I find this game easy to use PE5 1
Interacting with this game does not require a lot of mental effort PE6 4
It has been easy for me to become skilful at playing this game PE7 4
It has been easy to interact with this game PE8 4
Learning to play this game has been easy for me PE9 4
My interaction with this game has been clear and understandable PE10 4
This game has been flexible to interact with PE11 4
The control of the in-game character/s has been easy to use PE12 4
This game has been easy to master PE13 4
Overall I believe that this game has been easy to play PE14 4
Overall I believe that this game has been easy to use PE15 4
(continued) Table AI.
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Note
Perceived
Control
I anticipate having problems playing this game PC1 4
I feel like I have control over how I play this game PC2 1
I have the knowledge necessary to play this game PC3 1
I have the resources necessary to play this game PC4 1
When I play this game, I know where to get help PC5 4
Perceived
Complexity
I believe that playing this game is cumbersome PX1 4
Playing this game is complicated and it is difficult to understand
what is going on
PX2R 1
When I play this game, this game is hard to understand PX3R 1
It takes too long to learn how to play this game to make it worth
the effort
PX4R 1
Playing this game is frustrating PX5 4
I feel confused about how to play this game PX6 4
Notes Maintained in Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Structural Model 1
Deleted because of high Kurtosis and Skewness values 2
Deleted because of high VIF (variance inflation factor) and
multicollinearity. VIF values of all items areo5.0
3
Deleted because standardized residual covariance are 42.0 4Table AI.
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